In this paper we study the replacement transformation for
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We say that p depends on q in P if (p, q) is in the reflexive and transitive closure of the relation refers to. u
We can now state our second result on (total) correctness. and~' : p(x) + z = yo g(y).
We can now define the C-and the M-congruence as follows. 
It is easy to check that no one of these three modules is operationally congruent to another.
On the other hand Ml is 7Here we can consider atomic also a formula of the form P(X) t c where c is a constraint.
5.1
Correctness wrt C-congruence In this definitions all the derivations are supposed to be renamed apart wrt 2. u
It is easy to see that the concepts of C-equivalence and of C-not-slower are weaker than their operational counterparts given in Definitions 4.3 and 4.5. Intuitively, the difference in terms of derivations lies in the fact that for the former we want a one-to-one correspondence between all the partial derivations ending with open atom:s, while the latter requires this one-to-one correspondence to hold only for the "most general" ones. Now when we refer to the C-congruence we can weaken the hypothesis of Theorems 4.6 and 4.10 by replacing the concepts of equivalent and not-slower by their C-counterparts.
Namely, we have the following. . In fact, it is easy to check that when the hypothesis of that proposition are satisfied then the replacing and the replaced conjunction are always C-equivalent to each other and that the replacing conjunction is always not-slower than the replaced one (under an appropriate set of variables).
The applicabfity conditions in the previous Theorem are weaker than the ones in Theorems 4.6 and 4.10. This reflects the fact that some replacement operations which are correct wrt C congruence may not be so wrt the operational one.
A typical example of a replacement operation which always satisfies the hypothesis of Theorem 5. Again, all the considered derivations here considered are supposed to be renamed apart wrt ii. u
The M-equivalence is the weakest of the three congruence we have introduced. This is due to the fact that it checks only the "ground" derivations. Theorem 5.5 can be immediately restated for the case of the M-congruence as follows. 
